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ABSTRACT

Dixon, Tandreia S. M.S.I.T., Purdue University, May 2012. Assessing an Animal
Humane Society Using McKinsey’s 7S Framework to Make Recommendations
for Organizational Improvement. Major Professor: Kathryne A. Newton.

An organization’s effectiveness is predicated upon the degree of fit and
alignment of its internal components. Organizational effectiveness and alignment
are both essential to successfully create and implement strategies within an
organization. An animal humane society suffering from employee turnover
wanted to improve their organizational effectiveness. There were strategies and
recommendations provided for employee turnover; in hope of successful
implementation, the researcher investigated the animal humane society further
by evaluating the current state of the organization with an organizational
framework. The McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey derived from the
McKinsey 7s framework was used to evaluate the current state of the factors
within the organization that influenced organizational effectiveness and the
successful creation and implementation of strategies. Analyzed and interpreted
data from the survey revealed that the current state of all factors had been
recognized as a problem and to address them some action plans had been
initiated. Based upon the results, the researcher recommended reviewing and

xi
revising the strategies and recommendations created for employee turnover to
ensure all McKinsey 7s factors were taken into consideration. The tactic was
viewed as a way to implement strategies to minimize employee turnover while
improving the current state of the McKinsey 7s factors and the animal humane
society’s organizational effectiveness.

1

CHAPTE
ER 1. INTR
RODUCTION
N

An an
nimal huma
ane society wanted to improve itss organizational
effectiveness because it had been
n suffering w
with multiplle organizational matte
ers
such as emp
ployee turnover. Strate
egies had b
been create
ed but not im
mplemente
ed in
he animal humane
h
soc
ciety. In hop
pe of succe
essful imple
ementation,, the researrcher
th
in
nvestigated the animall humane society
s
furth
her by evalu
uating the ccurrent state
e of
th
he organiza
ation with an organizattional frame
e work. Thiss chapter w
will discuss the
significance and purpos
se that led to this stud
dy. It also presents the
e assumptio
ons,
lim
mitations and delimitations underr which thiss research iis conducte
ed.

1.1

Problem Sttatement

The animal
a
hum
mane society
y that will b
be reference
ed in the study is locatted
in
n northwesttern Indiana
a. The anim
mal humane
e society is a private, n
non-for-proffit
502© 3 orga
anization, th
hat is a limitted animal shelter ded
dicated to p
preventing
cruelty, relie
ef of sufferin
ng among animals,
a
an d humane education. The anima
al
humane soc
ciety’s organizational structure
s
is made up o
of 14 board of directorss, 5
managemen
m
nt personne
el, and overr 100 voluntteers that vvary from m
month to mo
onth.
The animal
a
hum
mane society
y’s manage
ement initia
ally sought h
help from a
re
esearcher of
o Purdue University’s
U
Technical Assistance
e Program ((TAP) which
h
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provides technical, technology adoption, and performance improvement
assistance to organizations through programs and services. The researcher
initially began a project through TAP working with the existing executive director
of the animal humane society. At that time, the executive director defined the
scope of the project as improving the animal humane society’s organizational
effectiveness because it had been suffering with multiple organizational matters
such as employee turnover. There was also a request that the researcher review
the animal humane society’s company culture and make recommendations for
improvement. The executive director was looking for new insight to create
strategies for the future. The researcher began collecting information on
organizational polices, processes, and procedures at the animal humane society.
As time progressed, the executive director resigned as well as the president of
the board of directors. The turnover in leadership emphasized the importance of
the organizational issue the animal humane society was facing.
Shortly after resignation of the existing executive director, her position was
filled, and the researcher worked with the new executive director until the
completion of the project. While working with the new executive director, the
researcher collected more information about the animal humane society by
guiding the organization’s management through a strengths, weakness,
opportunities, and threats (SWOT) analysis. The information collected from the
analysis was used to evaluate the current state of the animal humane society to
identify apparent issues that may have impacted the organization’s employee
turnover. Occurrences of the issues that appeared the most from the swot
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analysis were deemed important and were addressed first. The issues include for
strengths: community service and education awareness, weaknesses:
communication and image, opportunities: employee education, and threats:
governmental policy and finances. The researcher began to create strategies and
make recommendations for the issues to sustain the strengths, strengthen the
weakness, take advantage of the opportunities and minimize the threats. The
recommendations that addressed employee turnover resulted in revisions of the
animal humane society’s handbook, the creation of an onboarding orientation
training template and a skills training and competency model.
While investigating the literature, the researcher discovered the need to
evaluate the animal humane society’s current state with an organizational
framework. The framework would be used to evaluate the factors within the
organization that impacts organizational effectiveness and the successful
creation and implementation of strategies.

1.2

Significance

The animal humane society had been dealing with competitors in the
same community that refused to have any affiliation with them. The presence of
competition displayed the importance the improvement of organizational
effectiveness and employee turnover being minimized. This would position the
animal human society to offer the best possible services to customers so they
could gain a competitive advantage. According to Cawsey, Deszca, and Ingols
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(2
2012) “when organizattions enhan
nce their eff
ffectivenesss, they incre
ease their
ability to gen
nerate value
e for those they serve
e” (p. 2).
Also, when pers
sonnel within an organ ization believe they ha
ave identifie
ed
problems tha
at exist and
d want to ch
hange, acco
ording to W
Waterman, P
Peters &
Phillips
P
(198
80) it is nece
essary thatt an organizzation take in considerration a
multiplicity
m
of
o factors, see Figure 1.1
1 below. A
According tto Waterma
an, Peters, &
Phillips
P
(198
80) “effectiv
ve organizattional change is reallyy the relationship between
sttructure, strrategy, systems, style, skills, stafff, and som
mething we ccall subordinate
goals” (p. 17
7). The idea
a that carefully planned
d strategiess don’t work is a failurre in
execution th
hat results frrom neglige
ence of the other S's ((Waterman, Peters, &
Phillips,
P
198
80).

Figure 1.1 Multiple Fa
actors Conssidered

5
Organ
nizations ha
ave the ten
ndency to crreate and im
mplement sstrategies to
o
address problems that often times
s fail. Accorrding to Kottter (2012), research h
has
been validatted by studies that, “ap
pproximate ly 5% of alll organizations implem
ment
th
heir strategies success
sfully, and 70%
7
of stra
ategic initiattives fail to meet their
objectives. The
T remaining 25% ha
ave some m
middling succcess but d
do not meett the
fu
ull potential of the strategy devise
ed” (para. 4
4). Please re
efer to Figu
ure 1.2 belo
ow
which
w
a grap
phical depic
ction of stra
ategy imple mentation sstatistics.

Figure 1.2
1 Strategy
y Implemen
ntations (Ko
otter, 2012))
1.3

Statement
S
o
of Purpose

p
of this
t
study was
w to evalu
uate the cu
urrent state of the anim
mal
The purpose
humane soc
ciety by usin
ng the Mckinsey 7s’s S
Strategic R
Readiness S
Survey to
determine th
he status off each facto
or in the org
ganization tthat is base
ed upon the
e
Mckinsey
M
7s
s framework
k.
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Deliverables for the overall project will include: data analysis from the
distributed survey, explanations of analysis from the McKinsey’s 7s’s Strategic
Readiness Survey- Interpretation Sheet, and the researcher’s recommendations.

1.4

Research Questions

RQ1: What does the evaluation of the current state of the animal human society
identify about the McKinsey 7s factors in relationship to organizational
effectiveness?
RQ2: Are there any measurement differences between the evaluated results of
the McKinsey 7s factors?

1.5

Assumptions

The following assumptions were inherent to the pursuit of this study:


The animal humane society’s personnel will be willing to participate in
the survey.



The researcher will communicate and disperse the survey through the
executive director’s list serve, which should include; board of directors
management, and most frequent volunteers.
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1.6

Limitations

The following limitations are inherent to the pursuit of this study:


The primary limitation of the project was the limited time (1 to 2 ½
months) available to collect, analyze, and deliver results from survey
data.



The number of survey responses from the animal humane society
would limit validity of the data.



There was a small sample because of the organizational size of the
animal humane society (board of directors, management, and most
frequent volunteers).

1.7

Delimitations

The following delimitations are inherent to the pursuit of this study:


This study did not focus on operational or organizational efficiency.



There was not a tool used to measure how effective the
recommendations of improvement are.

1.8

Definitions

Mckinsey’s 7S Framework –is a configuration of 7 different factors that reflect an
organization’s characteristics including: structure, strategy, subordinate
goals, systems, staff, style, and skills (Waterman, Peters & Phillips, 1980).
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Organizational Change- is planned alterations of organizational components to
improve the effectiveness of an organization (Cawsey, Deszca, & Ingols,
2012).

Organizational Effectiveness – is a function of the degree of fit among the
McKinsey 7s factors (Cawsey, Deszca, & Ingols, 2012).
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CHAPTER
C
2.
2 LITERAT
TURE REV
VIEW

2..1

Backgrround

Accorrding to Newbury et all., (2010), th
he origin off animal she
elters datess
back to the late
l
1800’s. Animal sh
helters were
e originally created to handle larg
ge
ort periods and
a provide
e care for u
unwanted and owner re
elinquished
d
dogs for sho
animals. The
e location of
o these larg
ge scale sh
helters were
e in New Yo
ork,
Philadelphia
P
a, and Bosto
on. As time
e has progre
essed, toda
ay’s shelterr has been
fo
ound to care for many animals su
uch as dom
mestic, comp
panion, and
d exotic spe
ecies
(N
Newbury ett al., 2010).
Ammons (2012) stated thatt communitties secure animal con
ntrol service
es in
a variety of ways.
w
Some contract for
f these se
ervices from
m another lo
ocal
government unit or from
m a local hu
umane sociiety. These
e organizatio
ons deliverr a
wide
w
variety of animal shelter
s
serv
vices and p
programs th
hat include:
Tradittional open
n-admission
n shelters; ccare-for-life
e sanctuarie
es and hosp
pices;
home
e-based res
scue and fo
oster-care n
networks; viirtual internet-based
anima
al transportt programs;; behavioral rehabilitattion centerss; limited orr
plann
ned admission shelters
s; no-kill or adoption
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guarantee shelters; high volume adoption agencies and many
permutations of these various approaches (Newbury et al., 2010, p.2).
In order for an organization to provide these services it takes employees
to get the job done. According to Rogelberg et al. (2007) one of the issues for
animal shelters is employee turnover. When an employee leaves the loss of
expertise expectedly has a negative impact on organizational effectiveness
(Rogelberg et al., 2007). According to Cawsey, Deszca, and Ingols (2012) “when
organizations enhance their effectiveness, they increase their ability to generate
value for those they serve” (p. 2).

2.2

Organizational Effectiveness & Alignment

Organizational effectiveness is a function of the degree of fit among the
McKinsey 7s factors (Cawsey, Deszca, & Ingols, 2012). According to Cawsey,
Deszca, and Ingols (2012) “Overall, lack of fit leads to a less effective
organization, a good fit means that components are aligned and the strategy is
likely to be attained” (p. 70). According to Harrington and Voehl (2012),
organizational alignment “occurs when strategic goals and cultural values are
mutually supportive and where each part of the organization is linked and
compatible with each other” (p. 1).
Organizational effectiveness is predicated upon alignment and it’s
essential to successfully produce strategies and implement them. Kathuria, Joshi,
and Porth (2007) agreed by stating alignment is important in the creation of
strategies and their implementation. Malan (2003) stated when an organization

11
is
sn’t in alignm
ment it can’t be deeme
ed effective
e. See Figu
ure 2.1 belo
ow as a
graphical de
epiction of organization
o
nal effective
eness and a
alignment.

Figure 2.1 Organizational Effecttiveness an d Alignmen
nt (Cawsey, Deszca, a
and
012; Harring
gton and Voehl,
V
2012;; Kathuria, Joshi, and Porth, 2007)
Ingols, 20
n (2003) sta
ated it would be imposssible for an
n organizattion to adap
pt to
Malan
expected ch
hange to guarantee efffectivenesss and survivval when itss different p
parts
erent directions. Reap ing the results of orga
anizational
are being drrawn in diffe
nd effective
eness doesn’t happen overnight, there are p
preliminary
alignment an
stteps that arre suggeste
ed to take place,
p
pleasse see Figu
ure 2.2 belo
ow.
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Figure 2.2 Prelimin
nary Steps
The researcher’s
r
s first steps
s of determining organ
nizational allignment an
nd
effectiveness was by fin
nding a way to determ
mine the sta
atus of the o
organization
n’s
current state
e by evaluation. These
e facts ultim
mately emph
hasize the iimportance
e of
th
he Mckinsey’s 7S fram
mework

2.3

sey 7S Fram
mework & M
Model
McKins

Accorrding to Peters (2011)), co-invento
or, the McK
Kinsey 7S frramework w
was
sttemmed fro
om a Mckinsey “busine
ess strategyy” project in
ntended to create new
w
in
ntellectual property.
p
Att that time, there had b
been recognition of the
e frequencyy of
brilliant strattegies that failed
f
to be
e implementted effectivvely. As an iinconseque
ential
side project, Peters foc
cused on orrganization effectivene
ess and imp
plementatio
on
is
ssues. Later, Thomas Peters and
d Robert Wa
aterman, fo
ormer McKinsey
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consultants, developed a framework that mapped a constellation of
interconnected factors that influences an organization’s ability to change
(Enduring Ideas: The 7-s framework, 2008).
The central idea to this framework is that of organizational effectiveness,
which stems from the interaction of several factors and not just one. The factors
include: strategy, structure, systems, style, staff, skills, and subordinate goals
(Waterman, Peters, & Phillips,1980). After the creation of the framework, the
term subordinate goals was changed to shared values even though they both
have the same meaning (Peters & Waterman,1982). Both terms subordinate
goals and shared values have been used interchangeably throughout the
description of the McKinsey 7s framework.
The Mckinsey 7S framework, has according to its creators, repeatedly
demonstrated its usefulness both in diagnosing organizational malaise and in
formulations programs for improvement (Shrivastava, 1994, p.916). This means
that the Mckinsey 7s frame work is used to detect by examination, weaknesses
in the organization and also to construct programs for improvement. Applying the
Mckinsey 7s Framework can be used as a method of evaluation in multiple ways
including:
Organizational alignment or performance improvement, understanding the
core and most influential factors in an organization’s strategy, determining
how best to re-align an organization to a new strategy or other
organization design, and examining the current workings and relations that
an organization exhibits (The Organizational Strategist, 2011, para. 1).
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Figure 2.3
2 McKinse
ey 7s Mode
el (Waterma
an, Peters, & Phillips, 1980, p. 18
8)
Accorrding to Wa
aterman, Pe
eters, and P
Phillips (198
80), their frramework fo
or
organization
nal change shown abo
ove in Figure
e 2.3 sugge
ests a number of
im
mportant ide
eas:
•

The first idea is that a multipliciity of factorrs influences an

nization's ab
bility to cha
ange and itss appropriate mode off change.
organ
Further, the idea
a acknowled
dges the co
omplexity o
of the frame
ework
and th
hat it should be segme
ented into m
manageable parts (Wa
aterman,
Peterrs, & Phillips, 1980).
•

nded to imp
part the idea
a of the
The diagrram is inten

interc
connectedness among
gst all attrib utes and th
hat it’s perhaps
impos
ssible, to make
m
substa
antial progre
ess in one area withou
ut
makin
ng progress
s in the othe
ers. Also th
he idea of o
organization
nal
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change that overlooks its aspects or interconnectedness is
dangerous (Waterman, Peters, & Phillips, 1980).
•

The idea that carefully planned strategies don’t work is a

failure in execution that results from negligence of the other S's
(Waterman, Peters, & Phillips, 1980).
•

The notion that the shape of the diagram is significant. It has

no suggested beginning or ranked hierarchy. It isn't apparent which
of the seven factors would be the driving force in changing a
particular organization at a particular time. In some cases the
critical variable may vary amongst the 7 factors (Waterman, Peters,
& Phillips, 1980).

2.3.1 Structure
Structure is the strategic way an organization is organized to exhibit the
coordination of the chain of command, power, and how responsibilities are
distributed. Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) stated that structure divides
tasks then provides coordination. Structure includes roles, responsibilities and
accountability relationships (Binfor & Gyepi-Garbrah, 2013). Structure also is
described as those actions that a company plans in response to or anticipation of
changes in its external environment its customers, and competitors (Peters,
Phillips, & Waterman, 1980).
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2.3.2 Strategy
Strategy is an organization’s tactic or approach to be successful in their
industry by utilizing their resources to meet the needs of their environment.
According to Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980), a strategy is “those actions
that a company plans in response to or anticipation of changes in its external
environment- its customers, its competitors” (p. 20). According to Binfor and
Gyepi-Garbrah (2013), strategy is “the organization’s alignment of resources and
capabilities to “win” in the market” (p. 94).

2.3.3 Systems
According to Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980), systems are
described as “all the procedures, formal and informal, that make the organization
go,day-by-day and year-by-year” (p. 21). Binfor and Gyepi-Garbrah (2013) also
describes systems as, the business and technical infrastructure that employees
use on a day-to-day basis to accomplish their aims and goals.

2.3.4 Style
Style is an organization’s shared way of behavior and is ultimately their
culture. Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) stated style is described as how a
manager spends their time and their symbolic behavior.
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Style is the behavioral element that an organizational leadership uses and
influences interaction with employees (Binfor & Gyepi-Garbrah, 2013). According
to Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980), another point is that an organization's
style is as a reflection of its culture.

2.3.5 Staff
Staff is considered as people that are developed and work within an
organization. Talent management and staffing plans are also taken into
consideration with in this factor. Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) describe
the staff factor as considering people as resources to be nurtured, developed,
guarded, and allocated. Companies pay extraordinary attention to managing
what might be called the socialization process in their companies. This especially
applies to the way recruits are introduced to the mainstream of their organization
and the way the recruits careers develop into future managers (Waterman,
Peters, & Phillips,1980).

2.3.6 Skills
Skills are described as dominating capabilities or attributes that an
organization obtains. Skills are also described as the staff’s ability to do the
organization’s work; it reflects in the performance of the organization. (Waterman,
Peters, & Phillips, 1980; Binfor & Gyepi-Garbrah, 2013)
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2.3.7 Subordinate Goals or Shared Values
According to Waterman, Peters, and Phillips (1980) “the word
superordinate literally means of higher order” (p.24). Superordinate goals are the
important ideas around how a business is constructed and is described as being
an organization’s guiding concepts, values, and aspirations (Waterman, Peters,
& Phillips, 1980)

2.4

Evaluation Instrument

The first evaluation instrument discover by the researcher was James
Mosley’s and Douglas Swaitkowski’s Organizational Readiness Inventory (ORI)
as published in “the 2000 Annual: Volume” (Biech, 2000: p.117). The ORI
consisted of a seventy-seven statement inventory, eleven for each of the seven
factors of the 7s model; scoring sheet and an Interpretation sheet. Individuals
that completed the inventory simply read each statement, reflected on how it
pertains to their organization, and choose which of the five responses best fit the
organizations current way of doing things. When the tool was published in the
2000 Annual: Volume 2 Consulting, it was stated based on trials to take thirty-five
to forty-five minutes to complete the instrument with background information
provided (Beich, 2000). When the instrument was tested, it took about thirty
minutes to score and individuals that reviewed the instrument thought it was too
cumbersome to complete.
As research progressed, the researcher discovered Malan (2003). The
instrument used in Malan’s study was the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness
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Survey which was inspired by Mosley and Swaitkowski’s ORI. The instrument
makes use of a thirty-five statement inventory, five of each of the seven factors of
the McKinsey 7S’s framework (Malan, 2003). It also has an interpretation and
scoring sheet. Respondents are required to complete the survey by choosing
from five responses, strongly disagree to agree, to best fit the way that the
organization is currently doing things (Biech, 2000: p 119). The instrument
normally does not take longer than fifteen to twenty minutes to complete with an
overview of background information. The researcher proposed to use the version
of Malan’s (2003) instrument in evaluating the animal humane society. The
instrument was chosen because according to Beich (2000) it provides a way to
evaluate how the organization evaluates itself based on the seven factors and
reflects what individuals believe and feel internally.

2.4.1 Reliability
James Mosley’s and Douglas Swaitkowski’s Organizational Readiness
Inventory (ORI) published in “the 2000 Annual: Volume” (Biech, 2000), was noted
that the tool was an informal diagnostic tool rather than a formal data gathering
instrument. Also, at the time, there had been no formal studies conducted on the
instrument, so there was no data available on reliability and validity.
Since then in Malan’s study, there had been a reliability analysis done on
the seven factor groupings (7s’s) used in the instrument. It was mentioned by
Malan (2003) that every factor had an Alpha reliability coefficient that was high
except Structure. There was an item correlation of -.0211 for question six that
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was a problem. The author decided to invert question six as the wording
“destabilization”. That may have caused a misunderstanding as a negative,
resulting in a .0211 correlation. Also the alpha coefficient was raised from .4651
to .4858 (Malan, 2003).Table 2.1 below, is an illustration of the reliability for the
completed survey as a per 5-item factor. An achieved alpha reliability coefficient
of 0.7 or 70% indicted good reliability (Malan, 2003).

Table 2.1 Reliability Analysis (Malan, 2003)

McKinsey 7s
Factor
Structure
Strategy
Systems
Shared
Values
Skills
Staffing
Style
2.5

Alpha Reliability
Coefficient
.4858 (inverted)
0.7955
0.6956

Reliability
(%)
48.58
79.55
69.56

0.8629
0.7578
0.7198
0.754

86.29
75.78
71.98
75.40

Chapter Summary

Employee turnover can negatively impact an organization’s organizational
effectiveness. To enhance organizational effectiveness the alignment of
organizational factors should be taken into consideration because it’s essential in
the successful creation and implementation of strategies. The McKinsey 7s’s
Strategic Readiness Survey will be used to evaluate the current state of the
animal humane society based on the McKinsey 7s framework.
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CHAPTE
ER 3. METH
HODOLOG
GY

This chapter
c
is an
a over view
w the resea
archer’s stu
udy that con
nsists of the
e
application of
o the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic
S
Re
eadiness S
Survey that w
will evaluatte
th
he animal humane
h
soc
ciety’s curre
ent state ba
ased on the
e McKinseyy 7s framew
work.

3.1

Research
h Type

The type of rese
earch condu
ucted on the
e animal hu
umane society was a
quantitative descriptive
e study. The
e descriptivve study offe
ered the researcher a
profile to des
scribe relev
vant aspectts of the variables of in
nterest from
m an
organization
nal perspective (Bougie
e & Sekara
an, 2010). In
n the studyy’s context tthe
variables of interest are
e the McKin
nsey 7s facctors. The M
McKinsey 7ss’s Strategiic
Readiness
R
Survey
S
was
s the instrum
ment used tto evaluate
e the organization’s current
sttate by prov
viding a description off the animal humane ssociety’s org
ganizationa
al
fa
actors that influence
i
organization
nal effective
eness. The survey wass distributed
d to
capture the quantitative
e responses
s from the a
animal hum
mane societty’s personnel.
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3.2

Sampling S
Strategy

The sample
s
size
e for the pro
oject was 19
9. The num
mber was de
etermined b
by
convenience
e sampling that consis
sted of the n
number of b
board of dirrectors,
managemen
m
nt, and mos
st frequent volunteers
v
of the anim
mal humane
e society.

3.3

Administra
ation of the Instrumentt and Data Collection M
Methods

M
7s’s
7 Strategic Readiness Survey w
was administered online
The McKinsey
th
hrough a su
urvey tool called
c
Qualttrics. A sam
mple of the ssurvey crea
ated in
Qualtrics
Q
is located
l
below in Figurre 3.1

Figure 3.1 Qualtrics S
Survey Sam
mple

A link
k to the surv
vey was giv
ven to the e
executive director of th
he animal
humane soc
ciety which she distribu
uted throug
gh her list se
erve. The rresearcher and
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her Principal Investigator’s email was attached to the survey incase participants
had any questions. The researcher also posted fliers a few days before the
survey opened on Qualtrics to make sure it was publicized. The survey was open
for a week; there was an additional email sent mid-week as a reminder that it
was still open for access.

3.3.1 Participants Anonymity, Confidentiality, and Volunteerism
According to Biech (2000), anonymity is critical for obtaining unbiased
data from the survey participants. The anonymity, confidentiality, and
volunteerism in the researcher’s study were mandated by the Institutional Review
Board and critical to be adhered to. There was no way to identify how a specific
individual responded to their survey to ensure they were kept anonymous.
Participant responses were handled with great care and were ensured that they
wouldn’t be called out for their responses. All the raw data from the surveys were
kept confidential and the animal humane society did not have access to the
information. After the study was completed, all survey responses were destroyed.
There was also no pressure from management for prospective participants to
take the survey; it was voluntary.

3.4

Sampling Inaccuracy

The researcher discovered that there was a miscommunication with the
animal humane society’s executive director about the number of people the
survey was distributed to. There was an agreement that the survey be sent to the
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board of directors, management, as well as the most frequent volunteers which
was assumed to be 19 possible participants. Later, there was confirmation by the
executive director upon completion of the study that the 19 possible participants
the researcher was aware of consisted only of the board of directors and
management. Also, the executive director not only sent the survey to the most
frequent volunteers but the whole volunteer population which accounted for 183
possible participants. The survey was disbursed to a total of 202 participants and
given 13 respondents the response rate decreased to 6.4%.

3.5

Data Analysis

The participants that completed the survey didn’t score their own results.
The researcher was responsible for compiling the scores and recording the data.
Once the data was collected, it was placed on the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic
Readiness- Scoring Sheet located in Appendix B. The scoring sheet obtains 7
charts, each individually representing one of the McKinsey 7s factors. Question
numbers from the survey applicable to the McKinsey 7s factors were represented
in each chart. For each agreement rating that came from the survey responses,
there was a particular numerical value assigned to each question. There is an
example below in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1 Agreement Rating (Malan, 2003)

Agreement Rating

Value

1 (Strongly Disagree)=

‐2

2 (Disagree)=

‐1

3 (Neither agree or disagree)=
4 (Agree)=

0
1

5 (Strongly Agree)

2

After the corresponding numerical value was assigned to the agreement
ratings in the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey- Scoring Chart shown in
Table 3.2 below, the numerical values were added together to obtain the
composite score. The sum of the value was placed in the box located in the lower
right corner of the chart.
Table 3.2. McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey-Scoring Chart (Malan,
2003)

Question No:

3

13

18

31

34

Agreement Rating:

2

4

2

4

3

‐1

1

‐1

1

0
0

Value:
Score:

Next, the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey- Scoring charts were
divided by factors; all composite scores were added and averaged by the number
of survey participants, and the averages obtained represented aggregate data.
An example of this step is shown below in Figure 3.2. The composite scores five,
zero, and three are collected from the factor structure and added together which
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equates to eight,
e
then divided
d
by the
t numberr of survey participants which is tthree.
The
T compos
site score average obtained was 2.66 also re
eferred to a
as aggregate
data; individual scores have no va
alue.

3 Examplle of Calcullating Aggre
egate Data
a
Figure 3.2
c
score
s
avera
ages would then be plo
otted on the
e McKinseyy
The composite
ss Survey- Profile She
eet. The Pro
ofile Sheet reflects the
e
7s’s Strategic Readines
ra
ating of the participantts and displlays how ea
ach of the ffactors were
e scored. A
An
example loc
cated below
w in Figure 3.3
3 shows 2
2.66, the co
omposite sccore averag
ge
fo
or structure plotted on the profile sheet. The
e Profile She
eet revealss that structture
has been recognized as a problem
m, and struccture has in
nitiated som
me action plans.
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Figure 3.3 Example off Plotted Prrofile Sheett (Beich, 20
000)
The McKinsey
M
7s’s
7 Strategic Readiness Survey-Interpretation sheet
lo
ocated in Ap
ppendix E, was used to
t define w hat each off the five ra
atings indica
ated
about the orrganization.. Patterns concerning
c
differencess in data willl be identified
by the use of
o the McKin
nsey 7s’s Strategic
S
Re
eadiness Su
urvey- Proffile Sheet and
graphs created with Microsoft’s Ex
xcel and M initab statisstical softwa
are. Lastly
th
hese will be
e indicative for the crea
ation of reccommendattions to be m
made.
Raw data was not given to manageme
ent or the e
employees of the anim
mal
humane soc
ciety, but affter the analysis, concllusive data and recom
mmendations for
mprovemen
nt will be.
im
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CHAP
PTER 4. RESULTS

4.1

Responsse Rate

There
e was an as
ssumption surveys
s
disstributed to 19 possible
e participan
nts
th
hat included
d: the board
d of directors, full-time
e, part-time,, and most frequent
volunteers via
v the anim
mal human’s
s society’s e
executive d
director’s em
mail. After a
week
w
of the electronic survey
s
bein
ng open the
ere were a ttotal of 13 ssurveys
completed. Initially
I
the researcherr indicated a response
e rate of 68..4%, but with
th
he survey actually
a
disb
bursed to 202 participa
ants the ressponse rate
e decreased
d to
6.4%. All the
e participan
nts answere
ed all the qu
uestions exxcept for pa
articipant 6.
Participant
P
6 did not an
nswer questtion 21 whicch stated “S
Sufficient re
esources are
allocated forr personnel developme
ent / progra
ams”.

4.2

Data Analysis
A
and
d Interpreta
ations

Analy
ysis was co
onducted on
n the data ccollected fro
om the McK
Kinsey 7s’s
Strategic
S
Re
eadiness Su
urvey. The data colleccted was an
nalyzed and
d interpreted by
re
eviewing re
esponses to
o survey questions, the
e creation o
of charts dissplaying
re
esponses to
o neither ag
gree nor dis
sagree, and
d utilizing th
he McKinse
ey 7s’s
Strategic
S
Re
eadiness Su
urvey-Profille Sheet acccompanied
d with histograms.
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4.3

Item Analysis of Survey Questions

The Item Analysis of Survey Questions table located in Appendix C
displays the response counts of how participants answered each question; there
is an example below in Figure 4.1. The percentage of the response counts per
agreement rating was calculated on the table as well. With the information
gathered thus far, no particular generalizations could be made; the item analysis
was just a tool to display the results of the completed surveys.

#

Neither
Strongly
Strongly
Disagree Agree nor Agree
Total
Disagree
Agree
Disagree

Statement

The organization maintains high
1 ethical standards in its business
pursuits.
My managers provide regular
2 feedback to me in respect of my
general performance.
3

Response
Count
%
Response
Count

0

0

0

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0

1

10

2

0

13

%

0

7.69%

76.92%

15.38%

0

100%

2

3

4

4

0

13

The organization has a low personnel Response
turnover rate.
Count

7

6

13

53.85% 46.15% 100%

Figure 4.1 Example of Item Analysis of Survey Questions
4.4

Responses to Neither Agree nor Disagree

For each agreement rating from the survey responses, a numerical value
was assigned to each statement ranging from -2 to 2, there is an example
located in Table 3.1. The agreement rating for neither agree nor disagree was 3
and the numerical value assigned was 0. This means there was neither a positive
or negative impact on the calculated composite scores that were averaged to
determine how the factor was rated over all on the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic
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ReadinessR
Profile She
eet. There are
a responsse count gra
aphs that d
display the
percentage of participa
ants that res
sponded to neither agree nor disa
agree locatted
in
n Appendix F. Accordin
ng to the grraphs, resp
ponse perce
entages per question ffor
all factors ra
ange from 0%
0 to 53.85
5% except S
Style.

Style
14
Response Co
Count
nt

12
10 76.92%
%
8
All oth
her responses
combined

6
38.46%
%

4

0

23.088%

23.08%

2

0.00%
Q200 Q29

Q2

Q7

Q333

All other responses
r
combined

3

10

8

13

100

All Respon
nses to Neitherr Agree
or
o Disagree

10

3

5

0

3

All Responses to
Neitheer Agree or
Disagrree

Question N
Number

Figure 4.2 Style Response
R
Count
C
Graph
h for Neithe
er Agree no
or Disagree
g
locate
ed above in
n Figure 4.2
2 displays 7
76.92% of p
participantss
The graph
either agree
e nor disagree to quesstion 2 perttaining to sttyle. The
answered ne
question sta
ated, “My managers prrovide regular feedbacck to me in respect of my
general perfformance”.
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4.5

McK
Kinsey 7s’s Strategic
S
Readiness
R
S
Survey- Pro
ofile Sheet A
Accompaniied
with Histo
ograms
In ord
der to have data releva
ant to the M
Mckinsey 7ss framework, the

calculated re
esults in the
e McKinsey
y 7s’s Strate
egic Readin
ness- Scoriing Sheet
lo
ocated in Ap
ppendix B were
w
separrated by eacch factor, a
added togetther and the
en
divided by th
he number of survey participants
p
. Ultimatelyy, the comp
posite score
e
ere calculatted to obtain the aggre
egate data.
averages we

Figure 4.3 Histogram of Structture Compo
osite Scores

e is a histog
gram of Strructure, a fa
actor in the Mckinsey 7
7s
Figure 4.3 above
frramework. The
T histogrram is a gra
aph of the ffrequency o
of compositte scores th
hat
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range from -5 to 2. Each composite score represents an overall generalization of
how each participant responded in regard to each factor. The mean of all the
composite scores is-1, this is indicated by the peak of the bell curve outlined in
blue and the statistic’s box located to the right side of the graph. The mean -1 is
a generalized representation of how all the participants responded collectively.
To view the other factors histograms, see Appendix D.
Table 4.1 below shows the mean composite scores of all the McKinsey 7s
factors. According to Table 4.1 scores from the McKinsey 7s factors ranged
between -1 to 4.46.

Table 4.1 McKinsey 7s Factor Composite Scores

Mckinsey 7s
Factors

Profile sheet average
score per factor

Structure

-1.00

Strategy

2.69

Systems

2.15

Shared Values

4.46

Skills

2.77

Staffing

0.54

Style

3.08
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Figure
e 4.4 McKin
nsey 7s’s Strategic
S
Re
eadiness Su
urvey- Proffile Sheet
Figure 4.4 above
e indicated all factors were plotte
ed between the -4 to 4
in
nterval whic
ch display th
hey all have
e been reco
ognized as a problem and that so
ome
action plans have been
n initiated.
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4.6

Findin
ngs

Figure 4.5 below
w displays the summarry of respon
nses obtain
ned from the
sttudy. Initially, the rese
earcher assumed that tthe survey was distrib
buted to 19
possible parrticipants; given
g
13 res
spondents, the respon
nse rate equ
uated to 68
8.4%.
After
A
confirm
mation of a miscommunication witth the anim
mal humane
e society’s
executive director, the researcherr discovered
d there werre 202 surveys distribu
uted
o possible participants
p
s. With the number
n
of 1
13 respond
dents remaining the sa
ame
to
th
he response
e rate decre
eased to 6..4%.

Figure 4.5 Response
es Summary
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According to The University of Texas at Austin (2011) for acceptable
response rates, the average for survey’s administered online is 30%. Even
though there is no way to validate who took the survey, the researcher’s
knowledge of the project and responses to questions leads her to strongly
believe that the 13 respondents included management and the board of directors.
Responses from the data analyzed were shown as if only the board of directors
and management were taken into consideration.The Item Analysis of Survey
Questions located in Appendix C display all questions were answered by all
participants except question 21, 12 out of 13 participants responded.
Located in Appendix F, the graphs that displayed neither agree nor
disagree response percentages per question, range from 0% to 53.85% except.
For question 2 pertaining to style, data in Figure 4.1 display 76.92% of
participants answered neither agree nor disagree. The researcher assumes that
the response rate was so high because it didn’t pertain to the participant
responding. Question 2 states, “My managers provide regular feedback to me in
respect of my general performance”. If a member of the board of directors
responded to the question, there wouldn’t be a direct relation to them and their
position within the organization.
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Figure 4.6 Factor Sco
ores Summ
mary

Figure 4.6 above
e displays the
t factor sscores summ
mary from tthe study.
Table
T
4.1 dis
splays the mean for ea
ach Mckinssey 7s facto
ors that incllude: Structture
-1
1.00, Strate
egy 2.69, Sy
ystems 2.15, Shared V
Values 4.46
6, Skills 2.7
77, Staffing
0.54 and Sty
yle 3.08. Sttructure had
d the lowesst average a
and Shared
d Values ha
ad
cording to McKinsey
M
7s
s factor com
mposite sco
ore average
es plotted o
on
highest. Acc
Figure
F
4.4, the
t McKinse
ey 7S’s Strrategic Rea diness Surrvey- Profile
e Sheet, all the
scores didn’t have any extreme differences. T
The scoress were all m
marginal and
d fell
between the
e -4 to 4 inte
erval. The McKinsey
M
7
7S’s Strateg
gic Readine
ess Survey-Profile
P
Shee
et, defined the
t factors plotted with
hin the -4 to
o 4 interval as has bee
en
re
ecognized as
a a problem and that there has been action
ns plans iniitiated. As a
supplement to the profiile sheet, th
he McKinse
ey 7S’s Stra
ategic Read
diness Survvey-
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Interpretation Sheet provides a more in depth description of the current state of
each factor. In Chapter 5, the researcher will conclude how the results impacted
the study.
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CHAPTER
R 5. DISCUSSION, CO
ONCLUSIO
ONS, & REC
COMMEND
DATIONS FOR
IMPROVE
EMENT

5.1
5

Discusssion

Collected, analy
yzed, and in
nterpreted d
data from th
he study ha
as permitted
d the
re
esearcher to
t answer th
he research
h questionss posed at tthe beginning of the sttudy.
Research
R
qu
uestion 1 sttated, “Wha
at does the evaluation of the currrent state off the
animal huma
an society identify
i
abo
out the McK
Kinsey 7s fa
actors in rellationship to
o
organization
nal effective
eness”?
The McKinsey
M
7s’s
7 Strategic Readiness Survey --Interpretattion Sheet
lo
ocated in Ap
ppendix E interprets
i
each
e
interva
al in the MccKinsey 7S’s Strategic
Readiness
R
SurveyS
Pro
ofile Sheet. The McKin
nsey 7S’s S
Strategic Re
eadiness
SurveyS
Proffile Sheet, displayed
d
all
a Mckinseyy 7s factorss within the animal
humane soc
ciety were lo
ocated in th
he -4 to 4 in
nterval. The
e interpretation for inte
erval
-4
4 to 4 accorrding to the
e McKinsey 7S’s Strate
egic Readin
ness Surve
ey-Interpreta
ation
Sheet
S
says, that the se
even factors
s are recognized as a problem. Itt also says that
some action
n plans and goals have
e been crea
ated and iniitiated rega
arding the
actors. Thus far, it may
y also signify that goals and actio
on plans ha
ave been
fa
communicatted to perso
onnel and they are aw
ware of the o
organizations direction
n.
Itt’s importan
nt that the action
a
plans
s are implem
mented and
d that the organization
n
doesn’t get complacent
c
t with their current statte. Personn
nel would
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need to support and help drive the activities that contribute the action plans.
There would be resources needed such as time and money for actions plans and
work done to resolve and problems.
Evaluation of the animal humane society’s current state indicated that the
factor ratings were all alike so it shows their positioning is the same, but their
degree of exact alignment cannot be detected. Even though the animal humane
society is attentive to all the factors, the action plans created need to be
implemented for improvement to impact the organization’s effectiveness.
Research question 2 stated, “Are there any measurement differences
between the evaluated results of the McKinsey 7s factors”? According to the data
plotted on Figure 4.4, the McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey- Profile
sheet, all the results had marginal differences within the -4 to 4 interval. Structure
was plotted closest to interval -14 to -6 that describes that the factor requires
some action. Shared Values plotted closest to interval 6 to 14 displays that
concerning the factor, action plans have been implemented to try to resolve the
issue. These two factors may cause the researcher to believe that either one
could be driving forces for the animal humane society. According to Waterman,
Peters, and Phillips (1980) it isn't apparent which of the seven factors will be the
driving force in changing an organization at a particular point in time. In some
cases the critical variable may vary amongst the 7 factors.
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5.2

Conclusions

The McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey was derived from
McKinsey 7s framework used in response to the animal humane society’s
organizational effectiveness and employee turnover. The survey was dispensed
to the animal humane society’s personnel to evaluate and determine the current
state of all McKinsey 7s factors. The study revealed that all factors of the
Mckinsey 7s framework in the organization are problem areas and some action
plans had been initiated to address those areas.
Even with the change in response rate, the analyzed and interpreted data
from the survey indicated and validated that all McKinsey 7s factors have been
recognized as a problem and some action plans has been and initiated. But,
because of the newly recognized change in response rate all conclusions made
are incomplete. Even though there is no way to validate who took the survey
because all participants were anonymous, the researcher’s intuition leads her to
strongly believe that the 13 respondents were apart of management as well as
the board of directors.

5.3

Recommendations for Improvement

Based upon the results from the SWOT analysis and the McKinsey 7s’s
Strategic Readiness Survey, the researcher would recommend reviewing and
revising the animal humane society’s handbook, onboarding orientation training
template and skills training and competency model to ensure they address each
of the McKinsey 7s factors. That tactic could be a way to implement strategies to
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improve the current state of the McKinsey 7s factors which would impact
organizational effectiveness and minimize employee turnover.
According to Cawsey, Deszca, and Ingols (2012) organizational
effectiveness is a function of the degree of fit among the McKinsey 7s factors.
According to Cawsey, Deszca, and Ingols (2012) “Overall, lack of fit leads to a
less effective organization, a good fit means that components are aligned and the
strategy is likely to be attained” (p. 70).
Referring to the answer in research question 1, after the action plans have
been implemented and improvements made there is no way to tell the degree of
alignment amongst all the factors. This is important to determine the
organization’s effectiveness and the likely hood of the strategy being
implemented to address employee turnover be a success. The researcher
suggests attempting to use Pearson’s correlation coefficient using participant
responses given a big enough sample size, to determine the strength of the
organization’s alignment. A scatterplot matrix with all of the McKinsey 7s factors
would need to be created to identify the correlations amongst them, an example
is shown below in Figure 5.1. The correlations would measure and identify the
strength or degree and direction of relationships.
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Figure
F
5.1 Scatter Plot Matrix Exa
ample
The correlation
c
coefficient
c
measures
m
tthe strength
h or degree
e of linear
correlations on a scale of 1 (positive correlat ion) to -1 (n
negative co
orrelation).
When
W
a corrrelation is measured
m
to
o exactly ha
ave a 1 or --1 it is conssidered to h
have
a perfect relationship, 0 equates to
o no relatio
onship. If the organizattion can ide
entify
its driving factor, the researcher re
ecommendss it to be th
he independ
dent variable
and the othe
er factors de
ependent variables.
v
T
This will allo
ow the anim
mal humane
e
society to de
etermine wh
hich McKinsey 7s facttor relationsships need to be
sttrengthened to try and
d attain a pe
erfect relationship amo
ongst them
m all. Again,
according to
o Cawsey, Deszca,
D
and Ingols (20
012) organizational efffectivenesss is a
unction of th
he degree of
o fit among
g the McKin
nsey 7s facctors and “a
a good fit
fu
means
m
that component
c
ts are aligne
ed and the strategy is likely to be
e attained” (p.
70).
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5.4

Closing Remarks

Recommendations to a future researcher that may reapply the
methodology of study would be to find a more effective way to administer the
McKinsey’s 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey to avoid obtaining a low response
rate.
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Appendix A. McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey

Table A.1 McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey (Biech, 2000)

1

The organization maintains high ethical
standards in its business pursuits.

2

My managers provide regular feedback to
me in respect of my general performance.

3

The organization has a low personnel
turnover rate.

4

There are opportunities for career
development within the organization.

5

Business goals guide the personnel
development activities of the organization.
Recent changes in the organization have
resulted in destabilization.

6
(Destabilization- the act of making
something less stable)
7

The input of personnel is valued during
decision making.

8

There is trust in the organization.

9

Personnel skills are enhanced through
training.

10

I understand the impact of my decisions on
organizational processes.

11

A climate of supportiveness rather than
being judgmental exists in the
organization.

12

There are clear guidelines on how tasks
should be performed.

2

Strongly
Agree

1

Agree

Statement

Agree
nor
Disagre

No.

Strongly
Disagre
e
Disagre
e

Agreement Rating

3

4

5
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13

The organization appoints personnel from
diverse backgrounds.

14

If the organization is to be successful a
consistent plan of action is required.

15

The organization has implemented quality
and continuous improvement initiatives.

16

In the organization personnel
appointments are based on the outcome of
structured interview.

17

Skill development is rewarded in the
organization.

18

Only skilled personnel are employed by
the organization.

19

The organization’s strategic planning
process is driven by the beliefs, values,
and norms of its stakeholders.

20

The atmosphere in the organization is
conducive to teamwork.

21

Sufficient resources are allocated for
personnel development programs.

22

Internal organizational analysis is done on
regular basis in the organization.

23

All the processes in the organization are
documented (e.g. Policies, flow charts,
standard operating procedures, protocols
etc.).

24

There is transparency in the organization.

2

Strongly
Agree

1

Agree

Statement

Agree
nor
Disagre

No.

Strongly
Disagre
e
Disagre
e

Agreement Rating

3

4

5

48

25

Experience is valued in the organization.

26

Communication procedures improve the
quality of organizational initiatives.

27

Human resource development policies and
procedures shape the manner in which
work is performed in the organization.

28

Organizational goals are supported by
financially sound decision-making.

29

There is room for innovation and creativity
in the organization.

30

Employees perform specific tasks that aid
to improvements for the organization.

31

There are opportunities for advancement
in the organization.

32

The organization has a clear plan of
action.

33

Mistakes are tolerated as a part of the
learning curve.

34

The organization’s needs are reflected in
the skills of its personnel.

35

The organization has a “flat” organizational
structure (organizational chart).

2

Strongly
Agree

1

Agree

Statement

Agree
nor
Disagre

No.

Strongly
Disagre
e
Disagre
e

Agreement Rating

3

4

5

Appendix B. McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey- Scoring Sheet

Structure

Skill

Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

Strategy

Staff

Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

Systems

Style

Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

Shared Values
Statement No:
Agreement Rating:
Value:
Score:

49

Figure B.1 McKinsey 7s’s Strategic Readiness Survey- Scoring Sheet (Biech, 2000)

Appendix C. Item Analysis of Survey Questions

Table C.1 Item Analysis of Survey Questions
#

1

2

3

4

5

Question

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Total

The organization maintains high
ethical standards in its business
pursuits.

Response
Count

0

0

0

7

6

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

53.85%

46.15%

100%

My managers provide regular
feedback to me in respect of my
general performance.

Response
Count

0

1

10

2

0

13

%

0

7.69%

76.92%

15.38%

0

100%

2

3

4

4

0

13

15.38%

23.08%

30.77%

30.77%

0.00%

100%

1

1

4

7

0

13

7.69%

7.69%

30.77%

53.85%

0.00%

100%

Response
Count

0

1

7

5

0

13

%

0.00%

7.69%

53.85%

38.46%

0.00%

100%

The organization has a low
personnel turnover rate.
There are opportunities for career
development within the
organization.
Business goals guide the
personnel development activities
of the organization.

Response
Count
%
Response
Count
%
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#

6

7

8

9

10

11

Question
Recent changes in the
organization have resulted in
destabilization.(Destabilizationthe act of making something less
stable)
The input of personnel is valued
during decision making.

There is trust in the organization.

Personnel skills are enhanced
through training.
I understand the impact of my
decisions on organizational
processes.
A climate of supportiveness rather
than being judgmental exists in
the organization.

Response
Count
%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

3

7

2

23.08%

53.85%

15.38%

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Total

1

0

13

0.00%

100%

7.69%

Response
Count

0

3

3

7

0

13

%

0.00%

23.08%

23.08%

53.85%

0.00%

100%

Response
Count

0

0

4

8

1

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

30.77%

61.54%

7.69%

100%

Response
Count

0

3

2

8

0

13

%

0.00%

23.08%

15.38%

61.54%

0.00%

100%

Response
Count

0

0

2

5

6

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

15.38%

38.46%

46.15%

100%

Response
Count

0

2

5

6

0

13

%

0.00%

15.38%

38.46%

46.15%

0.00%

100%
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Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Response
Count

0

4

4

5

0

13

%

0.00%

30.77%

30.77%

38.46%

0.00%

100%

The organization appoints
personnel from diverse
backgrounds.

Response
Count

0

1

5

6

1

13

%

0.00%

7.69%

38.46%

46.15%

7.69%

100%

If the organization is to be
successful a consistent plan of
action is required.

Response
Count

0

0

1

4

8

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

7.69%

30.77%

61.54%

100%

The organization has implemented
quality and continuous
improvement initiatives.

Response
Count

0

3

3

7

0

13

%

0.00%

23.08%

23.08%

53.85%

0.00%

100%

In the organization personnel
appointments are based on the
outcome of structured interview.

Response
Count

0

1

7

5

0

13

%

0.00%

7.69%

53.85%

38.46%

0.00%

100%

Response
Count

0

2

6

5

0

13

%

0.00%

15.38%

46.15%

38.46%

0.00%

100%

Response
Count

0

5

6

2

0

13

%

0.00%

38.46%

46.15%

15.38%

0.00%

100%

#

Question

12

There are clear guidelines on how
tasks should be performed.

13

14

15

16

17

18

Skill development is rewarded in
the organization.
Only skilled personnel are
employed by the organization.

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Total
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#

19

20

21

22

23

24

Question

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Total

The organization’s strategic
planning process is driven by the
beliefs, values, and norms of its
stakeholders.

Response
Count

0

0

3

8

2

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

23.08%

61.54%

15.38%

100%

The atmosphere in the
organization is conducive to
teamwork.

Response
Count

0

0

5

6

2

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

38.46%

46.15%

15.38%

100%

Sufficient resources are allocated
for personnel development
programs.

Response
Count

0

3

6

3

0

12

%

0.00%

25.00%

50.00%

25.00%

0.00%

100%

Internal organizational analysis is
done on regular basis in the
organization.

Response
Count

1

5

5

2

0

13

%

7.69%

38.46%

38.46%

15.38%

0.00%

100%

Response
Count

2

5

4

2

0

13

15.38%

38.46%

30.77%

15.38%

0.00%

100%

0

0

7

5

1

13

0.00%

0.00%

53.85%

38.46%

7.69%

100%

All the processes in the
organization are documented (e.g.
Policies, flow charts, standard
operating procedures, protocols
etc.).
There is transparency in the
organization.

%
Response
Count
%
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#

25

26

27

28

29

30

Disagree

Response
Count

0

0

2

9

2

13

%

0.00%

0.00%

15.38%

69.23%

15.38%

100%

Response
Count

0

0

1

11

1

13

0.00%

0.00%

7.69%

84.62%

7.69%

100%

Question

Experience is valued in the
organization.
Communication procedures
improve the quality of
organizational initiatives.

%

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Total

Human resource development
policies and procedures shape the
manner in which work is
performed in the organization.

Response
Count

0

4

5

4

0

13

%

0.00%

30.77%

38.46%

30.77%

0.00%

100%

Organizational goals are
supported by financially sound
decision-making.

Response
Count

0

1

5

7

0

13

%

0.00%

7.69%

38.46%

53.85%

0.00%

100%

0

0

0

11

2

13

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

84.62%

15.38%

100%

0

0

2

11

0

13

0.00%

0.00%

15.38%

84.62%

0.00%

100%

0

3

4

6

0

13

There is room for innovation and
creativity in the organization.
Employees perform specific tasks
that aid to improvements for the
organization.
There are opportunities for
advancement in the organization.

Response
Count
%
Response
Count
%
Response
Count
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31

Strongly
Disagree

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree

#

Question
%

32

33

34

35

The organization has a clear plan
of action.
Mistakes are tolerated as a part of
the learning curve.

Response
Count
%
Response
Count
%

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

0.00%

23.08%

Neither
Agree
nor
Disagree
30.77%

0

0

3

4

6

13

0.00%

0.00%

23.08%

46.15%

46.15%

100%

0

0

3

10

0

13

0.00%

100%

0.00%

0.00%

23.08%

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Total

46.15%

0.00%

100%

76.92%

The organization’s needs are
reflected in the skills of its
personnel.

Response
Count

0

2

6

5

0

13

%

0.00%

15.38%

46.15%

38.46%

0.00%

100%

The organization has a “flat”
organizational structure
(organizational chart).

Response
Count

0

3

7

3

0

13

%

0.00%

23.08%

53.85%

23.08%

0.00%

100%

55

Appendix D.
D Histograms of the McKinse
ey 7s Compossite Scores

56

Figu
ure D.1 Histogrrams of The Mckinsey
M
7s Co
omposite Score
es (Systems, S
Strategy, Sharred Values and
d Skills)

Figure D.2 Histograms
s of The Mckin
nsey 7s Compo
osite Scores (S
Staff, Style and
d Structure)

57

58
App
pendix E. Mckinsey 7s
s’s Strategicc Readinesss Survey-In
nterpretatio
on
She
eet

59

60

61

ey 7s’s Strattegic Readiness Surve
ey-Interpretation Shee
et
Figure E.1 Mckinse
(Malan, 20
003)

62
Appendix
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Response Count
Co nt

Structure
14
12
10
8
53.885%
6
38.466% 38.46%
4
23.08%
2
15.38%
%
0
Q6
Q15 Q222 Q27 Q335
All other responses
r
combined

11

10

8

8

6

All Respon
nses to Neitherr Agree
or
o Disagree

2

3

5

5

7

All other responsses
combined
All Responses to
Neeither Agree orr
Dissagree

Question N
Number

Figure F.1 Response Count Charts-Neiither Agree Nor Disagree (Structu
ure)

Strateggy
14
Response Co
Count
nt

12
10
8
6

53.85%
%

38.46%

4

23.008%

2
0

All other responsses
combined

50.000%

7.69%
Q5

Q14

Q211

Q28

Q332

All other responses
r
combined

6

12

6

8

110

All Respon
nses to Neitherr Agree
or
o Disagree

7

1

6

5

3

All Responses to
Neeither Agree orr
Dissagree

Question N
Number

Figure F.2 Respo
onse Count Charts-Ne ither Agree
e Nor Disag
gree (Strate
egy)
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System
ms
14
Response Co
Count
nt

12
10
8

All other responsses
combined

53.855%

6
4

30.77%

30.77%

%
2 15.38%
0

7.669%
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Q12
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Q23
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All other responses
r
combined

11

9

6

9
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All Respon
nses to Neitherr Agree
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2

4

7

4

1
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Question N
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Figure F.3 Respo
onse Count Charts-Neiither Agree
e Nor Disagree (System
ms)

Sh
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